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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1. Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 121: 

I. Claims 1-28, drawn to a device driver and associated API, classified in 
class 719, subclass 321. 

II. Claims 29-41 , drawn to implementation of a software component upon a 
physical device, classified in class 718, subclass 100. 

The inventions are distinct, each from the other because of the following reasons: 

2. Inventions I and II are related as product and process of use. The inventions can 
be shown to be distinct if either or both of the following can be shown: (1) the process 
for using the product as claimed can be practiced with another materially different 
product or (2) the product as claimed can be used in a materially different process of 
using that product (MPEP § 806.05(h)). In the instant case invention I relates to a 
device driver and API that reside on a system that interfaces with a physical device. 
Alternatively, invention II relates to software components that are downloaded onto a 
physical device and the management therein. 

3. Because these inventions are distinct for the reasons given above and have 
acquired a separate status in the art as shown by their different classification, restriction 
for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

4. During a telephone conversation with Andrew Cernota on 2/3/2006 a provisional 
election was made without traverse to prosecute the invention of group I, claim1-28. 
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Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in replying to this Office action. 
Claims 29-41 are withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 
CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1, 3, 5, 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

7. As per claim 1, line 4, the phrase "said at least one device object", lacks 
antecedent basis. 

8. As per claim 1, line 1 1 , the word "through" in the context of the claim language is 
unclear. The claim describes a system where the adaptation layer connects directly to 
the physical device, and it is presumed that the software component is at a higher level 
of abstraction than the adaptation layer. Therefore, it is unclear how anything can pass 
through the software component interface to the physical device 

9. As per claim 3, line 2, the phrase "said software-based frameworks for distributed 
computing," lacks antecedent basis. 
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1 0. As per claim 5, line 4, the last character should be a period and not a semi colon. 

11. As per claim 7, line 1 , the term "an adaptation layer interface", has already been 
defined in claim 1. This should read, "said adaptation layer interface." 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 

1 2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

13. Claims 1-28 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Keller 
et al. (U.S Patent 5,752,032), hereafter Keller. 

14. As per claim 1, Keller teaches 

at least one physical device (30, Fig. 4); 

an adaptation layer, comprising an adaptation layer interface and said at least 
one device object, said device object comprising at least one capability object and one 
physical device interface object; said physical device interface object corresponding to 
and controlling electrical interfaces to said physical device (74, 76, 78, 80, 82, 84, 86, 
Fig. 2); 
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at least one software component interface communicating with said adaptation 
layer interface (64, 66, 68, 70-72, Fig. 2); 

at least one software component, coupled to said software component interface 
(54, Fig. 2); and 

wherein said adaptation layer controls said physical device through said software 
component interface (col. 9, lines 19-23). 

15. As per claim 2, Keller teaches that said physical device is at least one physical 
device chosen from the group of physical devices consisting of programmable devices, 
general purpose processors, specialized circuits, and field programmable gate arrays 
(col. 6, lines 48-63). 

16. As per claim 3, Keller teaches that said at least one software component 
interface is common to said software-based frameworks for distributed computing (col. 
9, lines 1-13). 

17. As per claim 4, Keller teaches that said at least one software component 
interface comprises at least six service interfaces (col. 11, table 2, lines 60-64). 

18. As per claim 5, Keller teaches that said at least one software component 
interface comprises: 

a communication service interface; and 
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a control service interface (col. 11, table 2, lines 60-67; col. 12, table 3). 

1 9. As per claim 6, Keller teaches 

a deployment service interface', 

a communication service interface; 

a communication connection service interface 1 , 

an engineering service interface; 

a control service interface; and 

a component behavior control interface (col. 11, table 2, lines 60-67; col. 12, 
table 3). 

20. As per claim 7, Keller teaches said adaptation interface providing a single point 
of interface between said adaption layer and said at least one software component 
interface (50, Fig. 2) 

21 . As per claim 8, Keller teaches that said at least one physical device is interfaced 
to a general-purpose processor (fig. 1). 

22. As per claim 9, Keller teaches a processor core deployed on at least one said 
physical device (col. 6, lines 13-23). 
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23. As per claim 10, Keller teaches that said physical device interface object controls 
said physical device independently from a functionality performed by said physical 
device (col. 30, lines 34-45). 

24. As per claim 11., Keller teaches that said capability object controls a functionality 
performed by said physical device independently from said physical device (col. 9, lines 
19-23). 

25. As per claim 12, Keller teaches that said physical device is replaceable (col. 6, 
lines 48-65). 

26. As per claim 13, Keller teaches that said physical device interface object is 
replaceable (col. 9, lines 19-26; col. 22, lines 11-24). 

27. As per claim 14. Keller teaches that said capability object is replaceable (col. 9, 
lines 19-26). 

28. As per claim 15, Keller teaches that said capability object provides activities for 
compliance with a software network, said activities comprising: 

deployment; 
control; 

behavior control; 
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establishment of connections for communications; 

communication and data transfer; and 

data sampling and output (col. 9, lines 41-64). 

29. As per claim 16, Keller teaches that said capability object comprises 
at least one base instance object 

at least one communications object, having a communication instance object; 

and 

at least one engineering object, having an engineering instance object (col. 9, 
lines 35-64). 

30. As per claim 17, Keller teaches that said base instance object, said 
communication instance object, and said engineering instance object are replaceable 
(col. 9, lines 19-23). 

31 . As per claim 18, it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 16 above. 

32. As per claim 19, it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 2 above. 

33. As per claim 20, Keller teaches that said base instance is configured to provide 
deployment, control, and behavior control activities (col. 9, lines 35-41). 
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34. As per claim 2A, Keller teaches that said communications object is configured to 
provide establishment of connections for communications and communication and 
transfer of data activities (74', Fig. 4). 

35. As per claim 22, Keller teaches that said engineering object is configured to 
sample data at a test point and transfer to an application for display and analysis (col. 
17, lines 61-67; col. 18, table XI). 

36. As per claim 23, Keller teaches that said communication object comprises a 
communication instance object, said communication instance object is configured to 
provide deployment, control, and behavior control activities (col. 17, lines 61-67; col. 18, 
table XI). 

37. As per claim 24, Keller teaches that said engineering object comprises an 
engineering instance object, said engineering instance object is configured to provide 
deployment, control, and behavior control activities (col. 17, lines 61-67; col. 18, table 
XI). 

38. As per claim 25, Keller teaches a communications instance object, a engineering 
instance object; said communication instance object, said engineering instance object, 
and said base instance object each being independently replaceable (col. 9, lines 1 5- 
23). 
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39. As per claim 26, it is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 , 13, 14 above. 

40. As per claim 27, it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 2 above. 

41 . As per claim 28, the examiner invokes OFFICIAL NOTICE that a plurality of 
software components may be deployed on each said processor. It is elementary that in 
a multi-processor system, components are executed in a distributed fashion. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Renda (U.S Patent 5,991 ,836). 

• Parry (U.S Patent 6,845, 508 B2). 

• Yang et al., Developing integrated Web and database applications using JAVA 
applets and JDBC drivers. Technical Symposium on Computer Science 
Education Pages: 302 - 306 Year of Publication: 1998. 

• Bruce, et al., Re-useable hardware/software co-verification of IP blocks: . 
ASIC/SOC Conference, 2001. Proceedings. 14th Annual IEEE International On, 
page(s): 413-417. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Fahd Patel whose telephone number is (571) 272-1044. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 am - 4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thompson can be reached on (571) 272-3718. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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